Dear Harry, 7/19/90 

Because I didn't want to turn the copier on for a single page I did not mail the 
letter I wdote you yesterday. Having gotten the one you wrote me yesterday, although it 
is only too clear that you are going to pay attention only th the concoctions you have 
invented, I do address that. But I'll not address any more and I want to Break off our 
relations Because it not only is a waste of time But you' ye got the silly notion that 
I am out to hurt you. We've Been down that road and I don t want to ge there again. 

You conclude this letter saying, "The Bottom line here is that I'm stupid, a liar, 
a Bad scholar, etc., isn t it?" Then you added that in the sentence you marked and ecfilosed 
from my letter you just realized that the sentence does not end with 4- p.m. (Not tlj?at the 
absence of a period did not tell you that?) and you add, "It's my over all proBlenTas a 
writer in following your syntax." 

lour problem is that you cannot abide anyone not agreeing with you and your Book 
and your theories that have Become fact in your mind. It is obvious that in my haste I 
omitted "was" But it is also obtious that context requires it. is usual, you just were 
not paying attention to what I said, wondering whether what I said is correct, thinking 
about it. Y0ur mind was set on resisting and opposing anything that was other than you 
wanted to have be true. 


The paragraph you marked up Begins with my quite specific citation to what in your 
letter I was addressing ,'joage 1, graf 5, your 1," the latter referring to a number you used. 
So, what I was addressing was not ubknown to you. It included your quaint notion that it 
toiik an hour as and a half of two hours from the corpse to get frocjAndrews to Bethesda. That 
sS what relates is what I was addressing. It is the last part of the proceeding sentence. 

One of the questions was of "trickery with the ambulance," and I said there was none. In 
trying to get you to t/vLnk other than in terms of your - ±hsx theorized conspiracy I tried 
to take you Back to a pivotal time in it, the alleged dirty-work having Been done at 
Sfchesda , the time ^ethesda was decided upon. That was 4 p.m. /nd until then, if the autopsy 
was part of the conspiracy, until then there could not have Been any plan nin g for the 
dirty-works at Ssthesda, the dirty-wrcks in your mishmash including the autopsists. Suppose, 
for example, Jackie had decided on Walter heed? Or the then modem Washington hospital 
Center? Or where physicians knew Jack's history^ Or for the D.C. Medical ex amin e to do it. 
*1 these could have Been chosen and had any one Been your theorized Bethesda conspiracy 
vaporizes. , 

When you Begin at 4 p.m. there wasn't really very much time 'to plot out all you say 
in your theory was plotted out. knd Before t Jjsn it could not have Been. The plane landed 
about 6, and the ambulances were there, allow a half-hour to get there from/^thesda and 
all you imagine had to Be arranged in leas than an h*ur and a half. 


In this sentence I also said that "I've forgotten SkE what is said to Be the 
precise (which 1 misspelled By omission of a letter) time of arrival at the hospital and 
when the pictures were taken oST when the ousting— up began," and follow this with the 
reference to Brpkley ' s getting -Jackies' s asssnt to aping . 'the autopsy ait 

Bethesda.^ Ivve just checked the Sibert O'Neill report and they say the cutting up 
Began at 8.1 5o So my recollection of about. 8 p.m. was not far off. 


I was writing in haste and Began By telling you I would not sake all that time 
again. I did not want to spend any time on it. So, in addition to the problems I have in 
typing of which you ar8 aware, I was rushing. I didn't rewrite the letter and that would 
have in any event taken more of my time that stopping to t h i nk would have taken of your s. 
There is no problem in correctly understanding wtft I wrote excep t wha t in your case is 
caused by your bloc]*:, your unwilligness to pay any attention to 'iyFanything that does 
not agree with you and your notions. But you did misrepresent it in your letter. 


on the first 
the file. Wi 


Now, on the notion you have that I made corrections on your galleys, you underline 
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rage "second" galleys and later think it could have Been the third, I've cl 
th I St. Paul Street, Baltimore, return address, you mailed me the computer 


ve checked 
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printout from Canada 7/s/88. Or, as A told/ you, without checking, I had only the Baltimore 
addess at which to write you. I have no copies of any galleys. I'm not going to go 
through that large file to see if. I wrjfte you about any galleys because I remain pretty 
firm in the belief that I never saw any. If I had made any corrections on any galleys it 
would have been the only time I did any such thing without keeping a copy for myself,, and 
if I had not, how in the world could we have discussed any corrections or suggestions I 
made? I can’t remember over doing anything li£e that without making a copy that included 
anything I made any comment about. And I do mean ever® 

Hegardless of all this self-serving bullshit you have invented and seem to really 
believe, I am clear in my recollection that I felt put upon when you phoned me from 
u anada, having received my forwarded letter, and told me that it was too late to make 
any corrections because the book was about to be manufactured. 


I decided to check the file again because there is a slim brown envelope from you 
in it, also mailed from Canada. It holds not all those chapters you said you sent me in 
galley and I returned to you importuning changes in my personal interest but about 10 or 
12 pages with corrections in your handwriting. This is what you sent me to reflect some 
changes you'd made from our conversation about the printout of those chapters. You wrote 
on the first page, "Daileys- last changes." I wrote you with a typo in the date, Kzi/tiz 
"8/12/3 13". I began by calling to your attention a confusing reference to CD6? and in 
the next paragraph it becomes clear that I'd not seen any g .lleys: 1 ! I told you that I 
"put paperclips on the computer printout and when we first talked removed them after we 
discussed them." I then said, and I'm sure this means after we had talked for some time, 

"I v left the paperclips in:, place after you Siid you didn t have it bef.ore you if ypu. _ y , 
ever want to discuss any of the other places later." [ftuj ft kff fj JAf l J 


What you actually did was phone me to discuss the printout with me without having 
a copy in front of you on which you could make corrections ^ indicated y/ere required, 
for accuracy or better reader understandings What a helluva way to%mx and what an 
indecent imposition on me, to ask me to read that stuff for you then to call me when 
you were not in a position to post the suggestions I made! Shame, shame, shame on you!!! 


I've read all the few com: tions and not a one was in any way of interest to me 
and none related to anything I could have asked you for any personal reasons. There were 
of factual and other errors, son* perhaps just carelessness in the writing but a different 
interpretaiion is quite possible. In any event, it is plain bullshit, a real lie, to use 
your word, to say as you did or even suggest that you made any chahges for me or at my 
importuning. 

Only "68" in the ^an^&ian cancellation is visible. 


Aside from what you have said in phone calls if you look at page 6 of your letter 
dated the eighth you actually say that you incurred "some considerable expense" to make 
the corrections you have implied were at my demand and in my personal interest, 
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And it is apparent that you never sent me the-^glleya until you much later sent 
me these pages, a relatively small proportion of what you claims you sent, and then only 
to infiorm me of ew changes you made, usually one a page. I never corrected any galleys 

and all you can have or know about any suggestions I made would be your notes when you 
phoned me from Canada 7/88. I have a recollection of your having written me froi-panada a 
month or so later, but in 1988, saying that with the book in galleys the publisher had 
backed out. And I have no recollection of anything further until you gave me a copy of the 
book. If it were not for the fact that I now do not want you to come here and will not go 
through this kind of provocation or waste this much time again you could do what - won't 
take the time to So, go through my file of our correspondence. I'm sure you'd see that you 
were not factual or to use your own reference, not truthful. Yt/T I'm sure you believe 
what you made up. A t troubles me for you.I hope you can persuade yourself to make some 
effort to straigthen your self out. And if you want hick to go through the file, he can 
and he can copy for you anything you've indicated to him you'd like. Sincerely, 



